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Rural Water Problems: An Overview

The Nation’s rural areas are having problems
getting enough water to meet essential needs,
treating and distributing available water, and
obtaining financing to develop, repair, or
improve water supply systems. While both
Federal and State governments provide some
financial aid, the needs appear greater than
the funds available,

No nationwide data exists on the extent of
rural’ America’s water problems. This study
presents the water problems GAQ found in 28
rural. communities in 10 States. To help focus
more assessment efforts on rural water needs,
GAQ raises a number of questions needing the
attention of Federal and State agencies. Two
Federal studies now underway are expected
to be completed in the fall of 1980.
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FOREWORD
A safe, convenient, and economical water supply is not
available to many rural residents, but no one really knows
how many people are affected because their water needs have
not been fully measured. National data is incomplete and
very few States have developed such data.

This staff study on rural water development is part of
our overall effort to identify existing problems and emerging
ues relating to the Nation's present and future water
is. In this study of rural water problems, we did
svaluate the effectiveness of existing Federal and State
15. Rather, we wanted to determine what the water
>lopment problems were in rural America and what was being
dwno to resolve them The information is presented to
fwguu mor e uttontlon on matters requiring further study by
: al, State, and local governments. The study presents
aaverdl ques stions needing consideration by Federal and State
agencies in the planning and administration of rural water
devejopment

Any questions regarding the content of this study
should be addressed to Hugh J. Wessinger, Team Director,
(202) 275~5489 or Jim Luhn, Team Leader, Denver Regional

Office, (801) 626-3965.

Director
Community and Economic
Development Division
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stem operators are local residents
rt-time, sometimes doing no more
an rhxuw1ng a burkgf of chlorine into the

ce or twice a day. Generally speaking,
: operators have had no formal training
ln ka to operate and maintain a water
system, (See pp. 8 to 12.)

WATER SUPPLY PROBLEMS

Although the United States has an ample
supply of water nationally, regional and
Jmuql shortages exist. Shortages occur

‘ of intensive use and competition,
lu k of developed water supply facilities,
financial difficulties, water scarcity,
and other reasons.

problem created by intensive use and
tition for water is ground water over-
. According to the U.S. Water Re-

s Council, extensive ground overdraft
¢ soin 8 ubreg10n5 of the counfry, and
modarato overdraff is occurring in an
& ‘tional 30 aubreg1ons. Two States in
GAO‘ study, Arizona and Kansas, considered
ground water overdraft to be a significant
water development problem. (See pp. 13 to
15.)

One

Communities have difficulty obtaining

water because of a lack of developed supply
facilities. (See pp. 15 to 20.) One rural
water district included in GAO's study has
been trying to find a dependable water sup-
ply since 1968. Area residents presently
sbtain water from shallow wells or buy

and haul it, storing it in cisterns. (See

pe 16.)

SYSTEMS LACK ADEQUATE FINANCING

Financing is a critical problem for many
rural water systems--often they cannot raise
> needed funds locally and cannot afford
hiqh cost of commercial loans. Publicly
1 systems are eligible for Federal and
State aid, but privately owned systems gen-

erally are not.
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and State financing assistance

5 give financial aid to rural
systems, but the primary help
e from the Federal Government through
= Department of Agriculture's Farmers
Home Adminigtration (FmHA) and the Depart-—
ment. of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). Since 1965 FmHA has provided over
5 5 i i 1$ and grants for rural
Lit On a smaller scale,
also contributed to the develop-
‘ rural water facilities under its
311 Cities Block Grant Program. (See
. emand for financial aid exceeds
funds available from both programs. (See
pr. 20 to 26.)

oot

FEDERAL PROGRAMS TO IMPROVE
RURAL WATER SYSTEMS

No one really knows the full extent of
rural water development problems or the
ost of solving them. Three Federal ef-
forts are currently being made to improve
water management programs.

An FmHA study expected to be completed in
November 1980 will be the first attempt
to makp a State-by-State assessment of
rural f Water supply is one of
; ity al s being assessed. Objec-
the study include estimating

- number and types of communities
needing new or improved facilities,

--the cost of bringing the facilities up
to minimum pe rmance standards, and

Rl oY rulaf1vo priority of these needs in
light national objectives and other
community priorities. (See p. 30.)

The Environmental Protection Agency 1is
making an assessment--expected to be

bleted in October 1980--of rural
supplies for quality, quantity,
ability, and affordability. (See
P. 30.)
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The administration, principally through the
Environmental Protection Agency, FmHA, and
the Department of Labor, has initiated
efforts that include

--making Federal programs more accessible
and better suited to rural communities,

-=improving coordination of the various
Federal programs, and

--further stretching limited budgets.
(See pp. 31 to 33.)

In light of these Federal studies and
initiatives, it would be premature to sug-
gest any restructuring or significant changes
to existing Federal programs. GAO, however,
raises a number of questions needing con-
sideration by Federal and State agencies in
the planning and administration of rural
water development.

1. Should the Federal Government take a more
active role in rural water management?
For example, should FmHA undertake an
educational program and provide technical
help to rural water systems on management,
operation and maintenance, and rate struc-
tures in order to prevent premature system
deterioration?

2. Should FmHA revise its loan program? For
example, would lowering the loan interest
rate for the more economically needy appli-
cants increase loan eligibilty and thereby
lessen the demand for limited grant
funds?

3. Should the Federal Government require
greater State participation in financing
rural water systems? For example, should
eligibility criteria for FmHA and HUD
grants require that States fund a given
percentage of total project costs?

4. Should Federal rural water developmental
efforts and programs be consolidated
under one agency? If so, what would be
the advantages and disadvantages and
what agency should be responsible?

iv



What additional role, if any, can the
Federal Government play in developing
water supply facilities, particularly
in water-short areas?
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stem. 1/ The vast majority of these people live in rural

RURAL CENTRAL WATER SUPPLY FACILITIES

ntral water delivery system involves moving water
from source to residential users. Whether supplied from
surface or ground water, it is usually treated 2/ and stored
in tanks or reservoirs for distribution to users through a
of pipes. Systems are usually owned by local entities
alities, counties, townships, districts, non-

A c

network
such

private associations, or private companies. In this study,
local entities are referred to as communities.

The United States has about 61,000 central water systems.
Significantly, 95 percent of these systems (58,000), serving
15 percent of the Nation's population, are relatively small,
each serving fewer than 10,000 people.

Over the years, billions of public dollars have gone
into ensuring the health and economic well-being of our rural
communities. The Congress has recognized and confirmed a
commitment to basic water services through the enactment of
the Water Supply Act of 1958 (Public Law 85-500) and the
Rural Development Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-419).

JERAL FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS
FOR RURAL WATER DEVELOPMENT

The primary Federal agencies providing financial aid
for rural water development are the Department of Agricul-
ture's Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) and the Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The Economic Devel-
opment Administration (EDA) and the various multi-State Re-
gional Commissions also provide some financial assistance
for rural water development; however, FmHA is the only
agency whose program is directed exclusively to rural needs.
The HUD program is available to communities of up to 50,000
people, while EDA and Regional Commission programs are tied
to economic growth objectives.

central system as one that services five
; from an individual well, spring, river,
or other source.

yjective of water treatment is to produce water accepht-
for human consumption. Treatment usually consists of
chlorination and some form of filtration.




rederal financial aid is not available to owners
of individual systems nor 1s it generally available to
privately owned central systems.

Farmers Home Administration

FmHA has been providing financial aid for rural water
development since 1937. The initial program made loans to
improve farm water facilities in 17 Western States. Through
3 ries of statutory changes, the program was expanded to
ranchers, farm tenants, farm laborers, and other rural

1ts besides farmers. In 1965, amendments to the
Consolidated Farmers Home Administration Act (Public Law

89-240) provndmd a
¢ uuYF:ot

loan and grant program for water and
s, raised the maximum population of
rural communities served to 5,500, and raised the maximum
financing per project to $4 million. The passage of the
1972 Rural Development Act (Public Law 92-419) increased
the population limit of eligible communities to 10,000 and
woved the $4 million loan and grant limitation. This act
50 increased the appropriation limit of grants to $300

| lion and required that priority be given to public bodies,
' and towns of less than 5,500 people. Most recently,
che 1978 Agricultural Credit Act (Public Law 95-334)

Lnet ed the appropriation limit on grants to $500 million
and provided for grants of 75 percent of eligible project
costs. The program is presently authorized under section
306(a) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act,

as amended (7 U.5.C. 1926).

Under the present program, FmHA is authorized to provide
15 and grants to develop public water and waste dxspmqnl
2mS in rurdl are and communities of up to 10,000 peop

‘ : include municipalities, counties, dis-
and other political subdivisions of a
corporations. Any such applicant that
d project from its own resources or

»ial credit at reasonable rates and terms is
for FmHA financing. The maximum term on lc

(*H

R «jllt f1r>r‘1 t ies
-6, and nmnprmLLt
1 finance
thrwugt comm
not eligible
is 40 years ¢
the unpaid balanc;

In determining the grant amount, FmHA considers (1)
rates charged in other communities with systems constructed
at similar costs and (2) median family income in the com-
munity where the proposed project will be located. Grants
not exceed 75 percent of eligible project costs and are
» be used for projects serving the most financially needy
communities to reduce user costs to a reasonable level.




loan and grant program, FmHA regulations
ishing an accounting system, submitting man-
H:ssqgmp reports, and performing independent
annual income exceeds $100,000. Monitoring
“ed system is based on observations of the

tion s:& review of periodic financial reports.
sment s ﬁne<um@ FmHA with reasonable assurance

nt revenue is generated to provide for adequate
sration and maintenance, debt payment, and

‘ment of Housing and Urban Development

HUD administers the Small Cities Block Grant Program

mg by the Housing and Community Development Act

: Law 95-128). The program provides grants to
s to meet their housing and community development

jeneral, cities with fewer than 50,000 people are

r assistance.

L

the program is competitive and the demand for
xaﬁoa available funds, HUD developed a national
‘or awarding grants Grants are awarded to
:;<#:m the greatest smmmm as evidenced by
ubstandard housing and whose applications most
¥ dress the locally determined needs of low-
rate~income persons, consistent with one or more of
,wgi_:a purposes:

support realistic and attainable strategies for

ortunities.
--pPromote deconcentration of lower income housing.

more national land use.

;e economic opportunities for low- and moderate-—
NELSONS .

of low—- and moderate-income persons.

The ﬁ:_,*wcﬁ_d:: a:a rehabilitation of water facilities
: sds that can be funded under the pro-
wre eligible for aid when the project

~ficiencies in public facilities
alth or safety of low- and




OTHER ASSISTANCE FOR
RURAL WATER DEVELOPMENT

The National Kural Water Association (NRWA) and the
National Demonstration Water Project (NDWP) provide
technical and training assistance to rural water systems.

National Rural Water Association

NRWA was formed in March 1976 from eight independent
rural water associations., At the present time there are 26
member—-State associations whose membership is made up of
‘ 1 water districts.

NRWA is primarily federally funded and views itself as
ssroots organization. It provides, through its member-
¢ associations, comprehensive technical and training

“ stance directly to water system managers, operators,

and staff. From June 1, 1978, through September 30, 1979,
NRWA conducted 280 workshops and provided training to rural
water officials and operators from 5,647 systems serving
about 15 million people. The association also provided
technical aid to 5,553 systems.

National Demonstration Water Project

NDWP is a federally funded nonprofit corporation that
conducts a national program designed to improve water
delivery systems and wastewater disposal services to rural
‘esidents, particularly low-income families, The program
is conducted primarily through community-based organizations
throughout the country. The organizations include community
ion agencies, rural electric cooperatives, small-town
istance groups, neighborhood health centers, housing
development groups, and others.

NDWP states that its philosophy is to reform national
rural water-wastewater delivery systems through both servy-
ice and advocacy activities. Service activities include:

--Development assistance to local communities
attempting to obtain new or improved water
supply and wastewater disposal facilities
{(technical advice, seed money for startup
activities, etc.).



ical assistance through 13@gzmmnﬁsm review
to field projects and help in super-
facilities construction and operations
intenance plans

nmunication services like newsletters,

snal brochures, and other written or
1al materials designed to call the
NDWP to the attention of policymakers
the public.

advocacy role involves pressing for local,

deral policy changes that are perceived as
leadership from the national staff, NDWP iden-
encountered in its service activities and
into reform issues. The objective is to
ermanent changes on a national scale for the
all rural residents.

y is based primarily on discussions with
, and local government officials and existing
government and private agencies.

d and talked with the people involved in

r services to rural residents in Alabama,

o, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Missouri, Oregon,
nd West Virginia. Appendix I lists the total
ntral water systems in the States reviewed and
serving a population of 10,000 or less.

We ‘:*oﬂcgasca officials of 28 communities that either
W v 3 or were without a central water

lists the communities and local water

and communities to visit, we gave
selecting at least one State in

the country. Some States
areas were selected because
tions for financing on hand at
ecting communities and water
primarily interested in visit-
~rict that either had experienced
ng problemsg in @xwmngw:@. improv-
A:Q central system or in developing
: sed on a review of records
fices and the recommendations

6



We also contacted officials of NRWA and several of
its member-State associations, the NDWP, the American Water
Works Associlation, and the Council of State Governments.

We interviewed agency officials and reviewed available
records at FmHA, EDA, HUD, EPA, and the U.S. Water Resources
Council. Our study included an examination of Federal legis-
lation, regulations, policies, procedures, and practices
pertaining to rural water development, as well as reviews of
published literature and studies on rural water supply.

Our study of available financial aid to rural areas
focused primarily on the extent of Federal aid. We did not
attempt to identify the total extent of private, State, and
local government financing used in rural water development,
did note when such financing was used by the communi-
e visited. We also examined published literature on
water programs and reviewed available programs for
States included in our study.




CHAPTER 2

RURAL WATER PROBLEMS

late water facilities are important to health,
ynomic development, and land use, yet these needs
ing fully met in many rural communities. Histori-
1tral water systems with treatment facilities
fominated in urban areas, and while these central

; ally provide safe, potable drinking water to

F our Nation's population, a large rural segment is
well protected. Rural residents face a variety of

ns in attempting to develop, improve, or expand

any existing central water systems are in a
condition. Distribution lines and storage
nt facilities need to be repaired or replaced.
jor obstacle to solving the problems faced by these
is obtaining a source of financing. Rural com-
borrowing capacity often is not strong enough
ivate financing. Federal and State financial
are limited, and the demand for assistance
ilable funds.

In some areas of the country, water shortages, coupled
lack of financing, have hindered the development or
of central systenms.

SYSTEM DETERIORATION

existing rural central water systems are old and
: - been properly maintained. The water rates charged
oy ,ymtcmm are often not high enough to provide for
] 3¢ ‘pewator and day-to-day maintenance. Con-
. 5, the systems have deteriorated.
of comments received from Pederal,
in several States included in

unable to spend as much time
rate and maintain the water
ult, many systems in Colorado
dLl]ItLO%, distribution

and her major repairs. In many cases,
is priced at a flat rate per month, and

8



even where it has been metered, the rates charged
are inadeguate to maintain the existing system.

--Estimates of failling water systems due to
inadequate maintenance run as high as one-third
of the State's 1,203 systems.

~-While some major water utilities are well
aware of the conditions and adequacies of their
systems, most small and some moderate-sized com—
munities have few, if any, records and little
knowledge of the systems' supply capacities, flow
acities, storage adequacies, or reliability
deficiencies. In many cases, operating valves
have been lost, buried, and inoperative for years.

o

-=-Many communities need to completely replace
ir distribution systems. Most problems are

sed by lack of maintenance, which most of
fho smaller systems cannot afford.

=-Communiti are often not large enough to
support t operation and management of their
water systems. The people in charge of the
systems do not understand what it costs to

run the systems and do not know at what level
water rates should be set. The rates are often
set. on the basis of what they thought Grandma

could pay.

--Rural systems g@n@rally do not have certified
tors. ]/ In fact, the operator is often a
son who is asked to dump chlorine into the
stem once or twice a day. When operators do

vecome certified, they move to larger systems
which pay more, leaving the small systems again
without a certified operator.

l/Certification generally requires a combination of experi-
ence, education, and the passing of a State examination.
As of 1975, 38 States required certification of all
operators of public or investor-owned water systems
serving the public.

9



cities with populations of less than 10,000
outdated systems. Either the collection,
~ibution, or storage systems need to be repaired
Laced.

11 water systems cannot set rates high enough to
snerate sufficient income to hire competent operators

run the system. Deterioration of water systems
starts at this point.

~-Approximately two-thirds of West Virginia's community
- systems serve fewer than 200 customers and do
not generate enough revenue for adequate operation

and maintenance.

and State officials in Arizona, Alabama, and
indicated that rural water systems in their

similar problems, and an August 1979 EPA study 1/

at the problem is national in scope. The re-

5 that capital improvement needs, inadequate

and maintenance budget, inadequate operator skills,

3 b e mqndqement and planning skills are believed

ious problems for most small systems. For

1 terms of just water treatment facility needs,

that 11,300 systems do not meet Federal

r standards and need to upgrade their treat-

ies. Approximately two-thirds of these systems

small and, according to EPA, are the systems which

to provide adequate operation and maintenance.

do not cover costs

any system's water rate ought to cover all
‘ a qualified operator, debt service, reserves
ent replacement, and all operation and maintenance
y to deliver enough water of adequate quality.
past years many rural water systems have not
enough to cover these costs, This lack of
venue has been a major cause of the present
ioration of many small rural water sytems.

Treatment Coordination Study,"
Public Comment and Review Draft,

10



The cost to repair or replace the system can be expensive

and generally requires a rate ihcre se. In order to obtain
FmHA financing, the primary funding source for such systems,
the community must establish water rates sufficient to pro-
for adequate management, operation and maintenance, debt
payment., and emergencies.

The
financial help nee

following examples describe the problems and the
ded to upgrade the systems.

Danforth, Maine

Danfutih, population 843, is served by a water district
which supg ; water to approxlmaroly half the town. The
original water system was built in 1906 and foday, é s
3y to the district's consulting engineers, is in ftaqllw
condition. During 1979 the system was an off-and-on-again
situation that forced schools and businesses to close. On
ion, users have been ordered to boil the water before
suming it. The system has experienced frozen water
pump ilures, a depleted reservoir due to major
main breaks, and constant doubts about water
to use of an open reservoir. The major water
ms currently facing Danforth are (1) poor
(2) a deteriorating distribution system,
‘ire hydrants, and (4) extremely limited

—

(3 i inc

In a November 1978 assessment of Danforth's water
n, the Maine Public Utilities Commission stated that
enough revenue was available to run the district.

In March 1979 Danforth applied to HUD for an emergency
grant to repair its water system, but the grant was not ap-
proved. According to a HUD field official, Danforth was
not eligible for the grant because its water system prob-

lems were due not to an emergency but to many years of
inadequate maintenance. HUD suggested that the town apply

for FmHA assistance.

On August 10, 1979, FmHA approved a $206,200 1oan and
a 218 800 grant. to repair and improve the water system. As
a r ¢ the improvements, water rates will now avera
annually. Without the FmHA grant, water ra
wwuld average $208 per year.

Silt, Colorado

Silt is a farming and mining community in western
Colorado with about 1,100 people. Due to area oil shale

11



the town's population has doubled since

t's water is pumped from the Colorado River into a
hlorinated, and pumped into the distribution system

and storage. According to the State Department of

, all phases of the system are antiquated, inadequate,
in various stages of disintegration. Many of the dis-
ibution lines are at least 25 years old, and the main

rom the Colorado River is more than 25 years old and
29 known leaks.

ore January 1979, water was sold at the flat rate
month. According to Silt's mayor, this rate

rovide enough revenue to maintain or improve

me

1t will be able to replace and expand its existing
- system through a $1.6 million grant from the State
lorado. (See p. 28 for discussion of State financial
rams.) One of the requirements of the grant was
raise its water rates, effective January 1979,
flat rate of $13 per month. Another requirement is
Silt install meters on the new system and develop
ructure that will provide enough revenue for ade-
management, operation and maintenance, and emergency

SUPPLY PROBLEMS

According to the U.S. Water Resources Council (WRC),

the United States has an ample supply of water
surface and underground sources; however, there

sional and local water shortages. The shortages oc-

.weral reasons, including intensive use and competi-

k of developed water supply facilities, financial

iculties, and water scarcity.

ve use and competition

a:aeﬁceeﬁzsaﬁFm¢m:mﬁwczmpsmwmﬁ mmmmmmam:ﬁ,zwn
that tensive use and competition for water to

y a wide variety of purposes have created a number
lems. Among 10 critical problems cited were (1)

inadequate surface water supply in all 21 water

jions with 17 subregions 1/ having or projected

. 21 water resource regions and 106 subregions.

12



oroblems by the year 2000 and (2) extensive
afting in 8 subrﬁgion and moderate

Two States included in our study, Arizona and Kansas,
had problems 1nvm1ving ground water overdrafts.

of the Arizona State Water Plan, issued in
identified the drawdown of ground water supply
3 ‘ The phase II
sruary 1977, stated that comparison
2t ions with projected water supplies
stantial overdrafting of ground water will
is severely reduced or the supplies
State are augmented by large amounts of

shows that
continue unl

available to t
imported water,

"ona'“ 2,222 central water systems serve &
Zhe) JO 000, and all but 64 use ground
In our discussion with Federal and

ignificant present and future rural
lemns, the following comments were

the chief of Community Programs, FnHA
: ate office, the biggest problem facing
Arizona in the future will be the drawdown of
und@rgrmund water supply. Not only is there
C of running out of water, but more energy
1 to draw the water from the ground, which
yill aqqravara an already serious energy shortage.

of the Bureau of Water Quality Control

5, Arizona Department of Health, stated that
s drawdown of ground water not only will cause

a wat quantity problem but, as wells go deeper

in tl to obtain water, the water quality
will lecrease.

Coordinator of Field Activities, Four Corners
onal Commission, believes that the most signifi-
roblem fecting rural water development is
lack of a statewide water use policy. The State
; a policy regarding the optimum use of existing
or fufuro water resources for agricultural versus
municipal and industrial uses. Arizona will have
1oug h municipal and industrial water in EU*UV@
rars if water is diverted from agricultural uses.

13



gywﬁ to the executive director of the Arizona
, saion, Arizona will be able to meet fu-

n:mmh @masﬁr by nc:<eawpzm agricultural water

are 947 central water systems in Kansas, of which
a population of less than 10,000; 842 of the sys~
srve a population of less than 2,500,

1978 final report of the Governor's Task Force on
Turces states:

indeed, has major water problems, and
is on the horizon. The declining
@ho::a water @5@@H% of the western third

fl

for its resgidents is the Ogallala. This un-

sand and gravel aquifer extends from South

5 Texas and supports one of the largest agricultural

n a <ege@3$3wa in the world. The Ogallala is re-
imarily by direct infiltration of precipitation

the overlying soils.

According to the task force, withdrawals from the

'a aquifer are estimated to average 14 times the re-
e. In some areas, the ground water table declined
Hoa A@¢¢ aaoa wm c wo gmqm A recent economic

:H

Kn,S;p amws aen one smawon: Kansas region continues
2000, only about 800,000 acre-feet of ground

1 remain in store compared to almost 10 million
in 1977.

ssed legislation in 1972 authorizing the forma-
: : Districts. The legislation's
local people decide how to manage their
and then carry out the program decided
listricts organized to date overlie
. The management options being con-
districts fall into two categories:
rater supplies through such methods
H&w:rﬁﬁc: of physical works to increase
1i ation and (2) reducing water
switching to crops that require
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less water, optimizing water usage and yields by scheduling
irrigation so that the right amount of water is provided
at the right time, and developing ways to reduce evaporation.

Lack of developed water supply
facilities, water scarcity, and
financial difficulties

Three communities included in our study were attempting
to develop a central water system but could not afford to
develop their own water supply; they were having problems
obtaining water because of a lack of developed supply facili-
ties. One community, which has an existing central system,
experienced a severe water shortage and faces the problem
of obtaining a dependable water supply.

Allen County Rural Water
District #11, Kansas

In March 1974 a group of Allen County residents
attempted to develop a central water system to serve about
300 people. Deposits were collected from interested users,
and an application for financing was submitted to FmHA. The
developrnent was terminated, however, because no source of
water could be found.

Ground water in the area is generally inadequate.
Nearby towns obtain their water from lakes, and established
rural water districts buy water from the towns. Residents
not. served by a central system get water from shallow wells
that produce only 1-5 gallons per minute. Some residents
buy and haul their water at a cost of about $7 per thousand
gallons. A few residents in the northern part of the area
have deep wells which provide adequate water, but it is
high in sulphur content and has a bad odor.

In July 1979 area residents again met to organize a
rural water district and develop a central water system.
The nearby town of Moran has proposed to build a lake
and could provide water to the Allen County district. At
the time of our study, the district was not yet incor-
porated but was in the process of signing up potential
users and hiring an engineer to prepare a feasibility study.

wWhether or not the system will be developed depends upon
the construction of the lake by Moran and the availability
of FmHA financing.
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Elk County Rural Water
District #1, Kansas

Elk County Rural Water District #1 was organized in
1968 and incorporated in 1973. The district covers 202
square miles and the planned system will serve 150-160
households.

ground water 1is generally inadequate. Rural

to be served by the district obtain water from

ls or buy and haul it, using cisterns for storage.
llow wells are subject to contamination and generally
oduce low-volume quantities of water. Some wells in the

a produce water too salty to be used.

1969 the district requested FmHA financing to develop

,“mirrl water system., FmHA advised the district in 1969
could nof fund the project. 1In 1972 several dis-

. 1.5 wrote letters to the President, their Sena-

tors, and other Federal officials pointing out the critical

d for the system and requesting help in developing it.

following is excerpted from one letter written to a
>nator from Kansas.

"Have you experienced turning on the faucet
and re was no water? This is practically
an everyday occurance (sic) at our house.

Uur drilled well is 115 ft. deep, any

; er and we would get salt water. We are

y to even have hit a vien (sic). There
JU@* is no water here. Most of our ne1ghbors
find ourselves (sic) in the same situation.”

"wuly to the Senator's inquiry on the status of
County Rural Water District #1, the FmHA
stated:

"We have learned from our Kansas State Office
that officials of the water district were re-
ent.ly notified that the application is
scheduled for processing subject to required
wditions and the availability of grant funds.
", a large amount of grant funds has

§ requested and all grant funds allocated

o Kunua= for this fiscal year have been
reserved for other projects.

"Many applications for assistance to develop
new central water and waste digsposal systems
or- to make badly ne d improvements to
existing systems are received by the Kansas
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State Director. However, the amount of money
needed to meet these requests far exceeds the
funds that are available. It is, therefore,
necessary for the State Director to set priori-
ties for the use of funds. To do this he must
consider the extent to which each proposed
project will contribute to the welfare of rural
people, help eliminate emergency conditions,
improve economic conditions and otherwise make
major contribution to the well-being of the
rural people and their communities.

"Please be assured that we will do everything
possible within our authorizations to assist
Rural Water District No. 1 when grant funds
become available. If the project could be
developed with loan funds only, it could
probably be funded at a much earlier date."

In response to another letter to FmHA on the Elk County
district, the Kansas State Director stated that:

“There is a long list of projects to be funded
and many of these applications are ahead of the
Elk County No. 1 Rural Water District. Some
applications have been on file for six years
and still are not funded."

Initially, the district planned to buy treated water
from the nearby town of Longton, but in 1976 Longton decided
that it could not supply water to the district. The district
then tried to get water from Howard, another nearby town,
but Howard also decided it could not supply any water. The
only other solution available to the district is to obtain
water from the town of Moline; however, because Moline's
water system is barely adequate for its own needs, an addi-
tional water source would have to be found, and treatment
facilities would have to be upgraded.

Plans were underway at the time of our review for
Moline to obtain the additional needed water from a lake
planned to be built by the Soil Conservation Service. SCS
will pay all costs associated with constructing the lake,
but. the land acquisition cost must be paid locally and SCS
will build the lake only if Moline can pay for the land.
Moline has no funds to pay for the land but has applied for
FmHA financing.

In July 1979 the district's consulting engineer
provided the following cost estimates for the project:
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Project element Estimated cost

Local share of 8C8 lake S 401,925

cronnection to intake at
beline to city, and
water ﬁygt@m modi-

Cost of
lake,
Mol ine

fications 235,500
Llk County Water Digtrict's

distribution system 1,650,000

Total $2,287,425

In addition to the cost of its distribution system
,650,000), Elk County Water District #1 will pay half
- of the land acquisition, the pipeline to Moline
he lake, and the improvements to Moline's treatment
plant. The water district's total cost will be about
$1,970,000; the district has applied for FmHA financing.

In August 1979 an FmHA State office official said
that he did not. know if the project was feasible. Accord-
ing to this official, even with a 75 percent grant, the
district may not be able to meet the debt service on a 25
ont loan because of the high cost and small number of

Scotland County Public Water
Supply District #2, Missouri

Scotland County District #2 was formed in 1972, and its
members have since been attempting to develop a central
system. The planned system will serve approximately
households.

Scotland County is located in the northeastern part
~our1 and surrounds the principal town of Memphis,

‘ ‘ a population of 2,115. Ground water is generally
inadequate throughout the county. Some wells yield only
1-10 gallons per minute. Many residents buy and haul water
at a cost of $15 to $16 per thousand gallons. Other resi-
dents get water from shallow wells or collect water in

s te The shallow wells produce low volumes of water,
and both the wells and cisterns are subject to contamina-
tion.

The principal problem facing the district since 1972
has been finding an adequate water source at reasonable
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cost. The district cannot afford to build its own reser-
voir, treatment plant, and storage facility and has been
trying to find a water district or town from which it can
‘ treated water. District officials said that they

39| negwriahing to buy water from the nearby town
“Jhl% since the district was formed in 1972; however,
g system is not adequafe to serve the district
nd its own customers. Memphis is now planning to upgrade
its water facilities at a cost of about $800,000 and in

A) 1979 agreed to furnish the district with treated

for 35 years after the improvements are completed.
istrict will have to pay Memphis a $89,600 connection
: and construct a distribution system estimated to cost
about $810,000.

Digtrict officials have applied for an FmHA loan of
$300,000 and a grant of $500,000 and anticipate receiving
a grant of $100,000 from the Missouri Department of Natural
yurces. In June 1979 a Missouri FmHA State official
that FmHA is tentatively committed to fund the dis-
rict project in fiscal year 1980, provided that Memphis
wan supply the water.

Bourbon County Rural Water
District %4, Kansas

Bourbon County Rural Water District #4 was incorporated
in 1973. The water system was constructed in 1976 and was
financed with a $160,000 State grant and a $418,000 FmHA
loan. 1In 1978 the system was expanded with a $302,800 FmHA
loan and grant and currently serves about 750 people.

The district buys treated water from the nearby towns
of Bronson and Blue Mound. The contract with Bronson is
for 14.2 million gallons per year. The contract with Blue
Mound is for 450,000 gallons per month, but Blue Mound
never been able to supply that amount.

seember 1978 through April 1979, the district
:d a severe water shortage. A continued period
ally no runoff and below-freezing temperatures
d the Bronson reservoir to dry up. The district, with
hvlp of the Kansas National Guard and the U.S. Army,
‘ to obtain some water by setting up mobile water
and pumping facilities at an abandoned rock quarry
~ a nearby creek. The reservoir water level in-
‘ficiently by April 1979 to permit Bronson to
pplying the district. However, district officials
concerned that water shortages will be a recurring
olem and are trying to find a more dependable supply
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district considered the following three alternatives
cloping a new water source.

1. Constructing its own reservoir and treatment
facility.

2. Buying water from a nearby town that plans to
expand its water supply source.

3. Buying water from a nearby rural water district.

rding to the district chairman, the district favors
alternative because it would eliminate the possibil-
having the water shut off if the supplier again ran
On January 12, 1979, the district applied to FmHA
$1,125,000 grant and a $312,500 lcan to finance con=-

1 of a reservoir and treatment plant. FmHA advised

- in March 1979 that it considered the project
- desirable of the three alternatives. The FmHA

ector said that the project is too expensive for
strict and its request for grant funds is excessive.

ict had made no further decision on the other
rnatives by the completion of our study.

The
available

alte

FINANCING FOR SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT,
IMPROVEMENT, OR EXPANSION IS CRITICAL

Obtaining financing for system development, improvement,
or expansion is cited by EPA 1/ as a critical problem for
muny rural water systems. Publicly owned systems obtain

g ring from Federal, State, and local government sources

n commercial sources; however, many systems cannot
he ded financing at the local level and cannot af-
! 1 the high cost of commercial loans. These systems must
rfly on Federal and State aid. Privately owned systems are

- eligible for Federal and State financial aid.
ullow1ng discussion is limited to publicly owned sys-
principal sources of available Federal and

Supply - Wastewater Treatment Coordination Study,"
to the Congress, Public Comment and Review Draft,
1979.
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: ‘al funds are the
principal source of financing

Of 28 communities and areas we visited that were
mpting to develop a publicly owned central water system
L0 replace, repair, or expand an existing one, none used
planned to use commercial loans to finance all or part
its proiject. One Lommunlty that had a Federal commit-
nmnt for over $3 million in loan and grant funds also planned
on using a small private grant. Combined local government
and Federal financing was being used by only one community.
Sources of financing used or planned to be used by the 28
communities and areas are shown below.

sources of financing Number of systems
Complete Federal funding 20
Combination of Federal and
State funding 4

Federal and some local
government funding 1
jeral and some private
funding 1
Complete State funding 1
Ho decision has been made 1
28

financial aid is limited

discussed on page 2, the principal sources of

: aid are FmHA and HUD. Through its Water and Waste-
water n and Grant Program, FmHA has made a significant
contribution to rural water development over a span of many
years. On a smaller scale, HUD has also contributed to the
qruwth of rural water facilities under its Small Cities

>k Grant Program. Under both programs, however, demand
financial aid exceeds available funds. Also, Federal
sharing funds are provided to all States and could
available for financing rural water systems if the
chose to do so.
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nd Wastewater
ant Program

FmHA W

ing loan and grant program, funds are
1 allocated separately for water supply
posal systems. FmHA has the discretion
h types of eligible projects. Since
hegan in 1965, FmHA has given priority
projects

it for fiscal years 1966-1979 totaled

which $1.1 billion, or about 69 percent,
ter projects. During the same period,

:d $5.6 billion, of which $3.8 bil-

nt, was obligated for water projects.

ion of the loan program in 1937 and
in 1965 through September 30, 1979,
loans totaling $3.9 billion and
$1.1 billion for rural water

~ant contribution.

applications exceed available funds--
loaned and granted a total of over

| water facilities, applications

xceed available funds. At the end of
PmHA had on hand 1,779 loan and grant
supply prOJects totaling $911 mil-
oan and grant funds in fiscal year 1980
supply and wastewater systems total §$1

grant

h

wown by the following tables, FmHA has consistently
e blications for water project financing
1q levels over the past years have been
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Number and Amount of Applications
for Water Projects on Hand at the
End of Fiscal Years 1975-1979

Loans Grants
Fiscal year Number Amount Number Amount
(millions) (millions)
1975 1,459 $736 707 $190
1976 1,420 758 600 173
Transition
guarter 1,518 795 723 206
1977 1,608 786 1,026 290
1978 1,857 996 1,065 396
1979 1,077 584 702 327

Number and Amount of Water Projects
Funded in Fiscal Years 1975-1979

Loans Grants
Fiscal year Number Amount Number Amount
(millions) (millions)

1975 1,086 $301 671 $102
1976 899 268 516 100
Transition

Juarter 321 98 220 49
1977 1,675 540 1,194 264
1978 1,272 448 1,198 229
1979 1,334 545 813 204

HUD Small Cities
Discretionary Grant Program

Water project funding is restricted under the Small
Cities Program. Under the national rating system estab-
lished for determining grant awards, housing rehabilitation
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1md neighborhood renewal projects generally score thher
use water uy%tema generally benef:t a]l Communlty

HUD's accounting system and published information do
separately identify funding for water and wastewater
projects nor do they identify community size; therefore,
we could not determine the extent of funding for rural
water development. The following table shows the total
funds provided for the Small Cities Program and the amount
i to finance water and wastewater projects in fiscal
years 1977-1979.

Total Amount used to Percent used to
program finance water and finance water and
funding wastewater projects wastewater projects

{(millionsg) (millions)
1977 $434 $96 22
1978 613 74 12
1979 815% 98 12

Some community financing problems

The following examples demonstrate the difficulties that
rural communities face in obtaining financing to develop,
improve, or expand central water systems.

Artesian, South Dakota--Artesian is the second largest
town 1In Sanborn County with a population of 218. Over 70 per-
cent of the population is over 65 and retired.

Residents obtain water from individual or shared shallow
wells. On the average, about eight households share one
well. Many of the wells are old and deteriorated. In addi-
tion, during peak periods of water use, the wells shared by
several households do not provide sufficient pressure and
guantities of water. The town's fire protection is inade-
quate because of a lack of water. The entire business dis-
trict was destroyed by a fire in 1970.

According to town officials, the wells have not been
tested for water quality; however, they said that the water
is high in iron, which causes corrosion in the plumbing and
ng clothes. Replacement of the wells is estimated to
from $1,500 to $3,000 or more, and many residents
cannot afford the cost.
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Town officials said that they have attempted to obtain
HUD grants over the past years to finance construction of a
central water system but have not been successful. The
latest HUD application was submitted in January 1979 and
requested a $375,000 grant to rehabilitate 18 housing units
and to install a central water system. About $305,000 was
earmarked for constructing the central water system. The
town did not receive the grant because HUD had only enough
grant funds to finance the five highest priorities.
Artesian's application was 34th on HUD's priority list.

According to town officials, they have not requested
FmHA financing because they cannot afford any loan financing.

Blue Creek, West Virginia--Blue Creek, population 190,
is located in Kanawha County 20 miles southeast of Charleston.
Most of Blue Creek's residents are retirees living on fixed
incomes. They obtain water from individual wells and a few
cisterns. According to the director of the Charleston/
Kanawha County Regional Development Authority and the Kanawha
County engineer, water quality is poor and many wells have
problems with bacterial growth. Other wells have high con-
centrations of salt.

In 1975 Blue Creek and the surrounding area formed a
Public Service District to develop a central water system.
An engineering firm was hired and designed a system esti-
mated to cost about $950,000. With the help of the Kanawha
County Regional Development Authority, Blue Creek tried
to get financing from HUD, FmHA, Appalachian Regional
Commission, and the State of West Virginia. As of August
1979 the district had not been successful in obtaining

' According to the director of the County Regional
pment Authority, Blue Creek was turned down for financ-
cause the agencies either did not have grant funds
hle or considered the project impractical because of
11 size and district residents' low incomes. The
- now feels that it is unlikely that the system will
2 developed.

Columbia, South Dakota--Columbia, population about 240,

located 20 mlles northeast of Aberdeen. About half the
cired. They get water from wells and, according
ial, it is of acceptable quality. However,

the wells are 40-50 years old and are reaching the

being beyond repair. Most wells serve 2 or 3 house-

holds few serve more than 3, and one provides water for

24 households., The wells serving several households fre-

quently do not provide sufficient water pressure.

puznt of
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Columbia, with the help of the South Dakota Fourth
Planning District, has been trying unsuccessfully for
several years to finance the development of a central
water system estimated to cost about $310,000. 1In its
latest attempt in December 1978, Columbia applied to FmHA
for a $95,000 loan and a $215,000 grant. The application
was not approved.

According to FmHA, the average median family income of
Columbia residents is too low to gqualify for a $95,000 loan.
The FmHA official said that the town needs to scale down the
proposed project's size so that the loan portion of the proj-
ect cost will not exceed the town's debt service capability.

Larkspur, Colorado--Larkspur, population about 200,
is located 35 miles south of Denver. Over half the residents
are on fixed incomes. They get untreated water from individ-
ual shallow wells, which in many instances are very close
to, and are contaminated by, septic tanks. The Colorado
Department of Health tested 22 wells for water quality
in 1978 and 1979, and 11 were found to be unsafe.

In late 1977 the Larkspur Homeowners Association was
formed and a preliminary engineering study for new central
water and wastewater systems was made in 1978. The study
was financed by a $5,000 grant from the Colorado Department
of Local Affairs. The estimated cost of the two systems
at that time was about $776,000--5500,000 for the water
system and $276,000 for the wastewater system.

The Homeowners Association applied to FmHA for help
in October 1978. The application requested a $194,000 loan
and a $582,000 grant. FmHA said that it could not accept
an application from a homeowners association and advised
Larkspur to incorporate in order to be eligible for FmHA
financing.

The Colorado State Clearinghouse initially recommended
that project approval be withheld because of the possibility
that Larkspur could merge into an adjacent system. Larkspur
officials said that this alternative was not practical be-
cause of the high cost and the fact that the adjacent dis-
trict would agree to furnish water for only 5 years. The
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Colorado State Clearinghouse subsequently recommended appro-
val of the Homeowners Association proposed project, and the
Colorado Conservation Board voted to ask the State legisla-
ture to fund part of the system with a 40-year, 3 percent
interest loan of $200,000.

Although Larkspur incorporated in November 1979, FmHA
advised us that town officials decided to develop only the
wastewater system at this time because the cost of both sys-
tems is more than could presently be funded. The wastewater
system will cost $243,000, and Larkspur was able to obtain
financing from FmHA and the State of Colorado.

How local officials view the
Federal role in rural water development

Although we received varied opinions from local offi-
cials (mayors, councilmen, town administrators, water district
managers and operators, members of NRWA, and others), several
consistent opinions were expressed.

Many officials felt that too many Federal agencies
(FmHA, HUD, and EPA) were involved to one extent or another
in financing rural water development. They also felt that
there was a lack of coordination between the agencies and
that it took too long to process applications. Many offi-
cials wanted to see one Federal agency responsible for
financing rural water systems.

A few officials said that they were generally against
Federal involvement in local affairs such as water supply
development, but most said that Federal financing was vital
to rural water development and wanted to see an increase in
the funding level. The need for more grant funds was a
frequent opinion expressed.

The Executive Secretary of NRWA said that a meaningful
Pederal program for the orderly development of water systems
in rural areas no longer exists. NRWA is particularly con-
cerned with the administration of the FmHA loan and grant
program. According to NRWA, if the present program priority
continues, it will become less of a national program and
more of a low-income, specialized assistance program. NRWA
stated that, for the most part, the more economically able
areas of rural America have developed public water supplies
but that a need continues to exist in many rural areas where
it ig more difficult financially to develop water supply sys-
tems. Although many countryside areas are not impoverished,
grant funds are still needed because of the low number of
sers per mile. Chances of these areas obtaining a grant,
according to NRWA, are ever diminishing.
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NWRA feels that during the past 2 years, FmHA funding
priorities have been directed toward low-income rural towns
and impoverished areas and that the needs of farmers and
other "plain Jane" rural residents are being overlooked.

T . residents are characterized by NRWA as being aligned
with no particular ethnic group and adhering to a work
ethic that maintains a level above the poverty line. NRWA
believes that a partial solution to this problem could be
achieved if PmHA funds were appropriated separately for
rural towns and unincorporated rural areas.

State financial aid

About 25 States have funding programs for water
ilities, including rural water systems; however, most of
: programs are not designed specifically to benefit rural
areas. Rural areas generally compete with cities and highly
populated counties for available State financing. In many
States the financial aild programs are used to supplement
other financing, which is generally Federal.

—

Of the 10 States included in our study, 6 had financial
aid programs. The following table shows the types of pro-
grams available and total funding since program inception:

Total funding since
State Type of program program inception (note a)

(millions)
Alabama Grant $ 8.4
Colorado Loan and grant 9.5
Kansas Grant 5.2
Missouri Grant. 11.9
south Dakota Grant 2.9
Virginia Loan and grant 3.8

a/Colorado, Kansas, and Missouri data is through fiscal
year 1978. Alabama, South Dakota, and West Virginia data
is through fiscal year 1979.



CHAPTER 3

FEDERAL EFFORTS TO IMPROVE

THE MANAGEMENT OF RURAL WATER PROGRAMS

No comprehensive national study to identify and
evaluate rural water problems has ever been made, and very
States have developed such data. When we discussed
s situation with officials from EPA, FmHA, and the
Council of State Governments, the following were typical
of the comments received.

According to EPA officials, no one has reliable data on
the nature or extent of rural water supply problems. At
present, nobody knows what the water conditions are for
rural residents.

FmHA stated that neither FmHA nor the States really
know which rural water systems need the most help.

According to officials of the Council of State Govern-
ments, no clearcut policy for rural water development has yet
'n established, and most State rural water development
policies have been either neglected or fragmented. Some of
the problems are that

--rural water development initiative has resided with
the Federal sector, and the States therefore have
not formulated rural water policy objectives;

--Pederal water programs are not coordinated; and

-=5 lack of coordination exists between the States
and the Federal sector in determining where
assistance should be directed within each State.

The problems have been recognized at the Federal
level. Three efforts are currently underway to identify
and assess rural water problems and to improve coordination

among Federal agencies and between Federal agencies and
the States.
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CURRENT FEDERAL EFFORTS

Both FmHA and EPA have ongoing assessments of rural
water. The FmHA assegssment is oriented toward water
facilities while the EPA effort is oriented toward water
supply conditions. The White House has initiated a program
directed primarily at improving coordination among Federal
agencies and, to a lesser degree, between the States and the
Federal sector.

FmHA assessment

Water supply is one of 12 facility areas now being
assessed by FmHA's "National Rural Community Facilities
Assessment Study." The study will be the first attempt to
make a State-by-State assessment of rural facilities and to
identify the types and extent of investment needed to ensure
an adequate flow of services to rural America.

The specific objectives of the study are to make
statistically valid estimates of the

~-status and characteristics of existing rural
facilities,

--number and types of communities that need new
or improved public facilities,

--cost of bringing each type of facility up
to minimum performance standards, and

--relative priority of those needs in light of
national objectives and other community priorities.

The study will also test the feasibility and begin
development of an ongoing Federal-State data collection
system. FmHA anticipates that the study will be completed
by October or November 1980.

EPA assessment

The EPA study entitled "The National Statistical
Assessment of Rural Water Conditions" is a cross-~gsectional
survey of about 3,000 U.S. rural households. The survey
data will be used to estimate characteristics of rural
water supplies for quality, quantity, availability, and
affordability. EPA anticipates that the study will be
completed by October 1980.
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initiatives

administration officials met with public
towns and rural counties; rural and

i 5 D.C.; Members
1n dof1n1ng a spec
ion in dealing with ihOhO
rural Amerlcano‘ Rural

During 1978,
“ﬂlq ials [rcun £ (1

minds

and ms were identified as one of five
requiring the most immediate attention.
The Hou convened a water and sewer working

2 1978, The group was composed of represen-
; EPA, PFmHA, HUD, EDA, the Department of Labor
(wunwl] on Enviyronmental Quality, and the Com-
5 Administration (CSA). It was given the

group in
tatives
(DOL) ,
mun ity
mission of

‘ederal programs more accessible and better
to rural communities, which frequently lack
with "grantsmanship" skills and the technical
11 capacity to implement water and

S ;

Sewer -

-—improving the coordination of programs administered
in different agencies;

--eliminating unnecessary paperwork, administrative
duplication, and other federally imposed adminig-
trative burdens; and

--making limited budgets stretch further through
improved program efficiency.

The agreements reached and the initiatives developed
by these agencies were published in a December 1978 report
on the White House Rural Development Initiakiveﬁ entitled
"Mnk1nq Water and Sewer Programs Work. Coordination and
service d th rra1n1nq, and funding for the National
Demon - were three areas agreed upon
by the working Jing new initiatives. The fol-
lowing are brief riptions of the initiatives developed.

1. Coordination and service delivcry EPA, “mH‘W EDA,
HUD, and CS5A to coordinate and improve the deli
of Pe wer programs. The major initiatives

ral we and se
in this area incl
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~--Emphasizing alternative and innovative technologies
in rural areas.

~-~Requiring only a single determination of compliance
with Federal laws.

-~bstablishing coordination procedures for facility plan
reviews.,

--Establishing common criteria for identifying high-
user-cost projects.

--Establishing a joint agency data base for needs
assessments .,

“““““““ Establishing a demonstration project to simplify and
reform administrative procedures.

~--Establishing periodic regional meetings of agencies
administering water and wastewater programs.

~--Preparing a manual on available assistance and how to
apply.

~--Establishing joint training seminars for Federal field
personnel, State agencies, and other organizations in-
volved in the delivery of water and wastewater services.

2. Job training: EPA and DOL agreed to conduct a pilot
program to train 1,000 new workers in water and wastewater
treatment occupations and to upgrade the skills of approxi-
mately 750 other workers presently employed in the field.

3. Funding for the National Demonstration Water

-:  EPA, EDA, HUD, and FmHA agreed to provide funds
§ DWP, which uses the money to field test the various
initiatives agreed to by the involved agencies.

Anticipated results

The White House report predicts that these new initiatives
wills:

--Assure that water and sewer facilities are well
suited to local community needs. 1In some cases
this assurance will mean using low-cost
technologies appropriately scaled for sparse
populations; in others it will mean facilities
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which are adequate to meet long—term residential,
commercial, and industrial needs; in all cases

it will mean a greater Federal responsiveness

to local circumstances and local initiatives.

--Save millions of dollars per year in reduced
paperwork and administrative burden for small-
town and rural county applicants and recipients

: sral aid. For example, only one set of

comhliince requirements accepted by all funding

agencies (rather than one set for each agency)
will be imposed for the National Environmental

Protection Act, the Clean Air Act, the Safe

Drinking Water Act, the Endangered Species Act,

Davis~Bacon, and 11 other PFederal laws.

--Save millions of dollars per year by eliminating
administrative duplication among Federal agencies.

For example, it is estimated that FmHA alone

can save $1 million a year just by using EPA's

needs survey data.

prwoe%%inq time for applications
between applications and the
bOHU}lOil(Hﬁ of construction.

“~upeed up fh“

—

] 1,750 workers in the water and wastewatey
eatment. field to meet critical rural shortages
in this rapidly expanding Jjob market.

SW:OHd semiannual progress report on the White House

d June 23, 1980, stated that a good degree
was bﬁing achieved but that additional effort is
fo achieve ﬁull potential of the initiatives. CSA
fr1bufod a manual describing the pro-
Oommunlf1ew and how to apply for
part, the other initiatives are

ALk 1 or are partially implemented. For

wxdmplo Lhu Ol N6 - Management. and Budget plans to have
a uniform compliance regulation draft developed by December
1980.




OBSERVATIONS

11y knows the full extent of rural
how much providing the necessary
it is evident that obtaining a safe,
ly continues to be a problem for

no o one r

to be improved, replaced, or
‘ tﬁ b@ dﬂveloped Many existing

1uywt0wday maintenance and
r problems, such as water short-
the control of rural communities.

in already deteriorated
level of operation and
““p, but increased water

»ded long-term capital financing
lace existing deteriorated systems.
of many communities and water districts
5> obtain private financing, and State
The only large-scale source of
many systems is the Federal Government,
FHA loan and grant program. Over
has provided over $5 billion in aid
relopment , yet the demand for assistance
1 the funds available.

ire substantial grant assistance
‘ord a loan--even a low-cost FmHA
sition for limited grant funds is

jes caused by ground water

recognized the need to more

that rural Americans face in

The White House initia-
d concerns of local offi-
ive paperwork, administrative
-dination in Federal programs.
sessments of rural water systems
1tifying the nature and ex-
blems. The results of the assessments
for establishing priorities to

e funds are used to meet the
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tive
or
nowev
and

S

In light of t}
, 1t would be

iy

ongoing Federal studies and initia-
mature to suggest any restructuring
nificant chan to the existing Federal program;
veral questions need consideration by Federal
agencies in the planning and administration of
2 development.

Stat
wat

'

Should the Federal Government take a more active role in
rural water management? For example, should FmHA under-
t n educationa ‘ogram and provide technical help

” s on management, operation and
structures in order to prevent
srioration?

inten
ma tu

Should se its loan program? For example,
would LowerHq h = loan interest rate for the more

iCa. ly applicants increase loan eligibility
an the demand for limited grant funds?

e

”ﬂral Governmwnf require greater State
ring rural water systems? For
lllfy for FPmHA and HUD grants
und a given percentage of total

rural water developmental efforts and
; lidated under one agency? If so,
woul the advantages and disadvantages and
whal uq<nuy should be re ongible?

What additional role, if any, can the Federal Government
play in developing water supply facilities, particularly
in water-short areas?




APPENDIX T APPENDIX I

TOTAL NUMBER OF CENTRAL WATER

SYSTEMS IN THE STATES REVIEWED AND

NUMBER SERVING A POPULATION OF 10,000 OR LESS

Total number Number serving a
of central population of
water systems 10,000 or less
Alabama 745 695
Arizona 2,222 a/2,197
Colorado 1,544 1,513
Kansas 947 916
Kentucky 664 640
Maine 360 340
Missour i 1,271 1,227
Oregon 888 851
South Dakota 393 b/385
West Virginia 823 806

a/Some systems serve a population of 10,300 or less.

b/Includes one regional rural water system that serves a
- population of 10,400.
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APPENDIX 11

(085470)

APPENDIX 11

RURAL COMMUNITIES AND WATER DISTRICTS VISITED

Alabama
Arizona

Colorado

Kansas

Kentucky

Maine

Missgouri

Oregon

South Dakota

West Virginia

Community or water district
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White Hall Estates
Groom Creek

Fruita

Silt

Poncha Springs
Larkspur

Russell

Bourbon County Rural Water
District #4

Elk County Rural Water
District #1

Allen County Rural Water
District #11

Salyersville

Pembroke

John's Creek Water District

Christian County Water
District

Danforth

Clarence

Rich Hill

Scotland County Public Water
Supply District #2

Johnson County Public Water
Supply District #3

Lincoln City

Selby
Groton
Artesian
Columbia

Bancroft

Whitesville

Cabell Public Water
District

Blue Creek
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